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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicant's amendment filed on September 7, 2004 has been entered. Claims 1 , 
12 and 23 have been amended. No claims have been cancelled. No claims have been 
added. Claims 1-54 are still pending in this application, with claims 1,12, 23, 30, 44, 50, 
52 and 54 being independent. 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 

2. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

1. Claims 1-3, 5,12-14, 16, 23-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Walker et al. (US 6,178,240). 

As for claims 1 and 3, previously claimed limitations are rejected for the same 
reasons as stated in the Office Action mailed 6/4/2004. In regards to the newly 
introduced limitations that recite "an incentive to voice browse..." and "wherein said 
incentive comprises a value redeemable in a transaction independent of said particular 
caller waiting in said hold queue.", reads on the teachings of Walker et al. regarding the 
use of a flag on the customer profile indicating the denial of complimentary 
entertainment options to fraudulent customers (See, for example, Col. 2, lines 3-14). 

It would have obvious to one of ordinary skill that returning preferred customers 
will be offered complimentary paid entertainment services (i.e. voice web browsing ) on 
subsequent calls to the call center, their good standing is reflected on the caller profile. 
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The claimed "value redeemable in a transaction independent of said particular 
caller waiting in said hold queue" reads, for example, in a complimentary service offered 
to a returning customer in good standing (i.e. with no flag). As taught by Walker et al., 
the complimentary service is denied to customers who have previously made fraudulent 
usage, the term "previously" implies a past transaction, therefore; it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill that the decision to offer the complimentary service was 
based on an independent transaction performed by the customer currently in a hold 
queue. The limitation stating that "an incentive" -is offered- "to voice browse" reads on 
the implied action of the caller accepting the complimentary service. 

Regarding, claims 5 and 16, the "said incentive comprising at least 
...membership points" reads for example on a retuning customer in good standing being 
able to use the complimentary service, offering "complimentary service" to a returning 
customer, for example, in well-known preferred customer programs. 

2. Claims 4, 6-8, 10-11,15, 17-19, 21-22, 26-29 and 50-54 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et al. (US 6,178,240), as per the 
reasons set forth in the Office Action mailed 6/4/2004. 

3. Claims 9 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Walker et al. (US 6,178,240) in view of Uppaluru (US 5,915,001), as per the reasons set 
forth in the Office Action mailed 6/4/2004. 

4. Claims 30-31 , 34-36, 37-38, 41 -43, 44-45 and 48-49 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et al. (US 6,178,240). 
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As for claims 30, 31 and 34, Walker et al. discloses a customer account 
database that maintains a plurality of records, each associated with a different 
customer, the customer account database includes the customer's address and 
telephone number (i.e. receiving a call for a caller with an authenticated identity at a 
hold queue , as read on having a customer's account database including a telephone 
number)(See Description, Col. 7, line 66- Col. 8, line 4)\ the customer data indicates any 
purchases or reservations made by the customer, relevant customer history or other 
information that may be required by the call center (i.e. accessing a caller profile stored 
in association with said authenticated identitv )(See Description, Col. 8, lines 4-9). 

Walker et al. disclose that the caller may voice browse the Web. 

Further, as per Walker's teachings, the customer may be denied access to a 
"complimentary service" based on information residing on his or her records, thus 
making obvious to one of ordinary skill that the ability of user to voice browse while 
waiting on hold is limited by the information contained in his or her records; the caller, 
as previously discussed in Office Action mailed on June 4, 2005, may select his or her 
preferred website from a list provided by Walker's system (i.e. specifying a voice XML 
script according to said caller profile, such that voice browsing while waiting in said hold 
queue is specified by the caller 

Claims 37-38, 41 , 44-45 and 48 are rejected for the same reasons as claim 30-31 and 
34. 

As for claims 35 and 42, Walker et al. disclose a caller in a queue of a call center 
is presented with a list or menu of available web sites, as previously stated, the textual 
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portions of a premium web site may be converted to speech for presentation to the 
caller (i.e. selecting at least one web page from among a plurality of accessible web 
pages for said caller to voice browse d See Abstract lines 1-3 and Description, Col. 6, 
lines 12-32)] access to the entertainment options or web pages can be provided to the 
caller in a complimentary basis, thus the caller may voice browse the chosen web site 
as part of a complimentary service offered during his or her call to the call center, (i.e. 
offering an incentive for said caller to voice browsing said at least one web page HSee 
Description, Col. 4, lines 26-28). 

As for claims 36, 43 and 49, the same rationale used to reject claims 50 and 52 
applies. 

5. Claims 32, 39 and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Walker et al. (US 6,178,240), as applied to claims 30-31, 34-36, 37-38, 41-43, 44- 
45 and 48-49 above, and further in view of Walker et al. (US 5,978,467). 

Walker et al. ('240) teaches the system as claimed except for authenticating said 
identity of said caller at a switching network transferring said call to said hold gueue . 

Walker et al. ('467) teaches "Initially, a caller places a call to a customer service 
provider (box 100). The incoming caller's telephone number is detected by an 
automatic number identification (AN I) facility. In response to voice prompts from IVRU 
14, and in conjunction with control commands from ACD 12, PBX 10 then inputs 
information regarding the call to ACD 12 (box 102). One such piece of information may 
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be the subject matter of the call. For instance, IVRU 14 may provide a series of 
subjects to the caller, and ask the caller to respond by depressing a specified key to 
identify a particular subject (e.g. "press 1 for printer problems, press 2 for modem 
problems"). Once the call information has been entered by ACD 12 into call database 
36, the system determines whether an appropriate agent is available (decision box 
104). If so, the call is routed to the agent's phone and the information associated with 
the call is transmitted to the agent's terminal (box 106) [...]." (See Detailed Description, 
Col. 6, line 48-Col 6, line 4). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Walker et al. ('240) system by adding the step of 
detecting the incoming call by an automatic number identification (ANI) facility (i.e. 
authenticating said identity of said caller at a switching network transferring said call to 
said hold queue ) as taught by Walker et al. ('467); and thus in this manner allow the 
system to start a caller profile based on the caller's telephone number. 

6. Claims 33, 40 and 47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Walker et al. (US 6,178,240), as applied to claims 30-31 , 34-36, 37-38, 41-43, 44- 
45 and 48-49 above, and further in view of Eitel et al. (US 5,933,828). 

The combination of Walker et al. ('240) and Saylor et al. teach the system as 
claimed except for accesing said caller profile from a caller profile server accessible to a 
plurality of call centers via said network . 
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Eitel et al. teaches a method for monitoring on hold characteristics, comprising, 
receiving monitored on hold characteristics according to a caller identifier (or DNIS or 
ANI) from at least one call center (or ACD) at said caller which has was waited in a hold 
queue of a call center communicatively connected to a caller profile server (See 
Detailed Description, Col. 3, lines 48-54 and 61-65) and that this method can be applied 
among a plurality of call center (or ACDs) (See Detailed Description, Col. 3, lines 19- 
24). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
invention to work with a plurality of call centers, as taught by Eitel et al., and thus 
allowed the call to be handled more efficiently in case of a heavy call work load. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed September 7, 2004 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

8. Regarding claims 1-4, 9, 12-15, 20, 23-26, the Applicant argues that Walker et al. 
('240) "merely teaches offering the complimentary service, but does not teach offering a 
redeemable incentive for the user waiting on hold to use the complimentary service ". 

Claims are rejected for the reasons discussed in the body of the rejection above. 

Further, Examiner respectfully disagrees with the definition of "incentive" as 
explained by Applicant in Page 21 of Amendment dated 9/7/2004.The Applicant noted 
that "incentive" does not equate offering a "complimentary service". The word "incentive" 
is defined as "a reward {something given or received in recompense for worthy 
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behavior] " (See The American Heritage College Dictionay, 4 th Ed.) and "complimentary" 
as "[something] given free to repay a favor"; in Walker's system, the "complimentary 
service" is offered to customers in good standing (i.e. not flag), therefore as means to 
reward customer's previous actions. 

Regarding Applicant's argument that Examiner did not point how Walker 
"suggest the desireability of not offering complimentary voice browsing..." (page 29 of 
Amendment) is irrelevant of the reasons provided for combination. 

9. As for claims 6-8, 17-19, 27-29, 50, 52 and 54, Applicant argues that the Walker 
et al. ('240) merely "identifies the line number from which a call is placed and does not 
accurately identify the person placing the call using the telephone service associated 
with the line number". Examiner respectfully disagrees with Applicant's arguments. 

Based on authentication of an AN I and dialed number identification service 
(DNIS) for a call, a user identity can be recognized and based on the outcome can be 
either approved or denied a service (i.e. a credit card activation may be performed from 
a customer's telephone number residing in a database, the telephone number is used to 
authenticate the customer). 

1 0. Regarding claims 10-11, 21 -22, 51 and 53, on page 24 of Amendment dated 
9/7/2004; Applicant requested evidence to support Examiner's rejection. Examiner's 
therefore is providing Applicant with Merriman et al. (US 5,948,061), the provided 
reference teaches that targeting of advertising over the Internet by using cookies was 
well-known at the time of the invention. 
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Further, Applicant argues in page 26 of Amendment that "cookies are merely text 
files...", therefore, Examiner provides Wengrovitz (US 2002/0147818). Wengrovitz 
teaches that cookies also exist as voice file. 

1 1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 5, 16, 30-49 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Marie C. Ubiles whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
0684. The examiner can normally be reached on 8am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ahmad Matar can be reached on (703) 305-4731 . The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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